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Meeting Minutes

OUS Feasibility Study Review Meeting
25 January 1995

Meeting Location EG&G (Interlocken, East Conference Room)
Meeting Time 2 00 PM

Meeting Attendees. Carol Bicher, EG&G
Robert Cygnarowicz, EG&G
Andrew Ellison, Metcalf & Eddy ,
Mary Lee Hogg, ICF Kaiser
Kent Krumvieda, RUST
Bonme Lavelle, EPA
Ed Mast, EG&G
Kurt Muenchow, DOE
Rotha Randall, EG&G
Tim ORourke, EG&G
Paul Singh, DOE
Carl Spreng, CDPHE r
Mark Wood, EG&G
Mark Yaskanin, RUST

The meeting began with a discussion of the purpose of the meeting which was to agree upon the

best way to pursue evaluating options for closure of the Onginal Landfill (1 e , presumptive

remedy vs feasibility study) The meeting agenda (Attachment 8) was then reviewed with

respect to achieving the desired goal of the meeting All attendees agreed that the agenda

included all items necessary for the discussion ,

The attendees then discussed the alternative analysis that was conducted at the last OUS FS
review meeting and the alternative analysis that was conducted independently by COPHE
(Attachment 7) The three alternatives examined in these exercises were in-place containment

(1 e, the presumptive remedy), excavation and onsite disposal in a newly constructed cell, and
excavation and offsite disposal at Envirocare  The discusston focused on the qualitative nature of
these exercises and the need for additional information from the remedial investigation and the
geotechmical investigation The following two specific data requirements were discussed a
hydrogeological conceptual model that provides information concerning groundwater flow in
IHSS 115 and the slope stability analys:s of the hillside based on the results of the boring
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program The required conceptual model and geotechnical information are critical to evaluating
the effectiveness and cost of in-place containment

R Cygnarowicz noted that the alternative analysis exercises that were recently conducted by the
FS team and CDPHE were useful in considering alternatives to the presumptive remedy, but that
the analyses are not "defensible" and therefore cannot be use to select a final alternative for
implementation

Components of a defensible alternative evaluation were then discussed and included the following
- defensible evaluations must be based on the conclusions of the remedial investigation,
- the evaluation criteria should be weighted as appropriate to the evaluation at hand, and
- the evaluation criteria used must be explicitly defined

All attendees agreed that a defensible comparative analysis was needed

The flowchart presented in Attachment 2 was presented to illustrate the connection between the
work currently being conducted under the presumptive remedy and the work currently being
conducted under the CMS/FS (1 e, all other OUS IHSSs) R Cygnarowicz discussed the original
schedule for conducting the OUS5 CMS/FS that was submitted to the regulatory agencies in the
Fall '94 (Attachment 3) He noted that the oniginal schedule mncluded selection of the type of cap
for the Landfill in March '95 and that the rationale for the selection documented in the
Presumptive Remedy Report

R Cygnarowicz noted that i order to prepare a defensible comparison of the presumptive
remedy to excavation and on- or offsite disposal, data from the RI and geotechnical boring
program are necessary as noted earlier The group then reviewed a revised schedule for
conducting a "mum-FS" for the landfill (Attachment 4) The mum-FS would mncorporate the
results of the RI (1 e , human health risk assessment, environmental risk assessment, and
hydrogeological conceptual model) and the slope stability analysis Incorporating these data into
the mini-FS would allow completion of a detailed analysis of alternatives (DAA) for the Landfill
in November 1995 as indicated in Attachment 4

The shorter duration for completion of the DAA and CMS/FS Report for the other OUS5 THSSs
was discussed (Attachment 4) R Cygnarowicz noted that this shorter duration 1s a result of the
assumption that several OUS IHSSs will be determuned "no further action" and the need for
conducting detailed analysis on a limited range of remedial alternatives for the ash pits (1 e, range
of alternatives resulting from the Development and Screening of Alternatives will be limuted)
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R Cygnarowicz noted that the much smaller time difference between completion of a DAA for
the Landfill and completion of a DAA for the other OUS IHSSs shown 1n Attachment 4 eliminates
any benefit of conducting a separate feasibility study for the Landfill The revised schedule
suggests that only one feasibility study be conducted for all OUS IHSS, including the Landfill

R Cygnarowicz noted that there 1s EPA guidance for conducting a Presumptive Remedy and
there 1s guidance for conducting an FS, but that there 1s no guidance for preparing the "mim-FS"

B Lavelle and C Spreng both agreed that if it made sense to conduct a mmni-FS for the Landfill,
that we could find a way to "legitimize" the approach

T ORourke suggested the use of EE/CA [Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis] gmdance which
only requires consideration of a limited number of reasonable alternatives

K Muenchow stated that if we were not going to pursue the Presumptive Remedy for the
Landfill, it would be best to conduct a full FS This would allow consideration of risks posed by
the Landfill and perhaps consideration of alternatives involving institutional controls

C Bicher asked CDPHE if they are not willing to support the Presumptive Remedy approach for
the Onginal Landfill based on their qualitative analysis of alternatives (Attachment 7)

C Spreng, CDPHE, stated that at this time they could not presume that the Presumptive Remedy
1s the best alternative for the Landfill

C Bicher asked 1f CDPHE would support containment in place for IHSS 115/196 if a defensible
analysis incorporating conclusions of the RI and data from the geotechnical boring identified in-
place containment as the preferred alternative

C Spreng stated that CDPHE would support in-place contaimnment if a feasibility study for the
Landfill identifies in-place containment as the best choice

M Yaskanin and R Cygnarowicz presented a preliminary conceptual sketch illustrating the cross
section of a butressing berm nstalled at the toe of the Landfill (Attachment 5) It was noted that
preliminary design work suggests that an 1,800-foot long berm will be required if approximately
25% of the landfill wastes are "consolidated" to make the footprint of the Landfill smaller The
wastes that would be consolidated are those currently located to the south of the South
Interceptor Ditch as well as wastes comprising the eastern and western most portions of the
Landfill R Cygnarowicz noted that estimates of up to 160,000 cubic yards of soil would have to
be removed to create the excavation in which the berm could be constructed R Cygnarowicz
also noted that worst case life cycle costs for capping the landfill were estimated This cost
estimate included a liner-based cover as illustrated in Attachment 6 and an approximately 30-foot
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deep grout curtain around the perimeter of the Landfill

K Muenchow asked if other, less costly designs to stabilize and cover the Landfill have been
examined

R Cygnarowicz noted that the single-berm 1s the only design that the FS team has examined with
respect to life-cycle cost analysis, but that others would be examined when the results of the
geotechnical boring program are available M Yaskanin emphasized that the single-berm
conceptual design and the associated excavation and cost estimates are prehminary and that more
accurate estimates will be made when the results of the geotechnical boring program and the RI
are available

M Wood and M Yaskanin reported on the status of the QU5 geotechnical boring program

The meeting concluded with an agreement that a "full FS" analysis will be conducted for the
Landfill and that with respect to written documentation, this work will be combined with the FS
that 1s currently being prepared for the other OUS IHSSs
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SUITABILITY RANKINGS

IHSS 115 /196

VErared ey
P T g

A Dyt en
coPHE 3
VIR RS

REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES:
CRITERIA: Dispose Dispose Contain
_ | Onsite Offsite In Place

Effectiveness

- Long-term risk 4 5 3

- Cleanup nisk 2 | 5

~ Time till protection achieved 4 zZ 5

- Regulatory compliance 5 5 4

- Reliability over life of project 5 s 4

- Residual risk S 5 4

- Reduction of toxicity,

mobility, and volume 5 5 4 ]

- OVERALL 30 (43| 28 (40) 28 (4.9
Implementability T

- Constructability 4 4q 5

- Maintenance of operation 5 5 4

- Performance goals 5 5 4

- Demonstrated performance 5 4 S

- Availability of equipment,

materials, and personnel 5 5 5

- Post-remedial site controls 5 5 S

- Coordination with agencies 5 3 4

- Approvals and permits 4 2 S

- Public acceptance 3 3 3

- OVERALL 41 (40| 38 42 28 (42
Cost Effectivensss

- Capital cost 4 3 5

- Operation & maintenance 4 5 A T
- OVERALL 8 (40) g 4ol 9 U3
| TOTAL SCORE 79449 (4] 75 (49

!

This ranking scheme 1s still somewhat arbitrary and is probably indefensible, but may

have some advantages

- It uses 1 thru 5 rankings to more etfectively express a fuller range of sutabibty
- [t 1s more quantitative m an attempt to berter distngwish relatve switabiity
among the alternatives (1 e, a clear winner 15 determined for each errierium unjess

there 15 an obvious tie)

- There 1s no weighting of criteria, althoug&ﬁaghﬂng could be easily apphed 1if

deswed

- A second category under cost effectiveness has been added
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AGENDA
OUS5 CMS/FS Review Meeting

January 25, 1995

Large East Conference Room (Interlocken)
2PM-3PM

Introduction
Meeting Purpose
Review Agenda
Qualitative Evaluations Conducted to Date
Acknowledgement of Uncertainties
Data Needs (Hydrogeological Model, Geotechnical Data)
Components of a Defensible Analysis
Best Way to Proceed for Landfill
Timelines (Figures 1 and 2)
Presumptive Remedy vs "Mim FS" vs FS

Advantages and Disadvantages of Different Approaches
Agreement on Best Approach

Conclusion
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